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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 

Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 4-5, 11, 17, 19, 34-39, 45, 47 and 57 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a)' as being unpatentable over 
Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of Jacobs (US Patent 
5, 386, 510) . 

Regarding claim 1: Sugiyama discloses a media processing 
system (figure 1 of Sugiyama) for determining an electronic 
representation (column 6, lines 19-26 of Sugiyama) of time-based 
media (column 3, lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) wherein the media 
processing system resides at least in part on a multi-media 
printer (figure 1 and column 3, lines 11-13 of Sugiyama); the 
multi-media printer "including a housing (the overall physical 
construction of the system of figure 1 of Sugiyama) for 
supporting an electronic output system (figure 1(18-20) of 
Sugiyama) in communication with the media processing system- to 
receive the electronic representation (column 3, lines 31-35 of 
Sugiyama), the electronic output system producing a correspond- 
ing electronic output from the electronic representation of the 
time-based media (column 3, lines 31-35 of Sugiyama) ; and a user 
interface (figure 1(21-25) of Sugiyama) for receiving user input 
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indicating selection of one or more media processing resources 
(column 3, lines 41-50 of Sugiyama) . The collection of input 
keys (figure 1(21-25) of Sugiyama) provides user inputs through 
the input keys (column 3, lines 41-50 of Sugiyama) and thus 
forms the overall user interface. 

Sugiyama does not disclose expressly that said media 
processing system resides at least in part on an external media 
processing system; that said housing supports an interface for 
transferring said time-based media data between the external 
media processing system and the printer/ a resource allocation 
module for determining processing allocation for at least one 
task among the printer and the external media processing system; 
and that said media processing resources selected via said user 
interface are selected from among resources of the printer and 
an external system, 

Jacobs discloses a media processing system (figure 1 of 
Jacobs) which resides at least in part on a second media 
processing system (figure 1(12) of Jacobs) that is external to a 
first media processing system (figure 1(11) of Jacobs) (column 
3, lines 3-11 of Jacobs); a housing (the overall physical 
construction of the system of figure 1 of Jacobs) for supporting 
an interface (figure 1(21) of Jacobs) for transferring media 
data between the external (second) media processing system and 
the first media processing system (column 3, lines 7-11 of 
Jacobs); a resource allocation module (figure 1(10) and column 
3, lines 5-11 of Jacobs) for determining processing allocation 
for at least one task (column 4, lines 1-10 of Jacobs) among the 
first media processing system and the external (second) media 
processing system (column 3, lines 12-14 and column 4, lines 15- 
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21 of Jacobs) ; and selecting among resources of the first and 
second processors (column 4, lines 1-9 of Jacobs) . 

Sugiyama and Jacobs are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely the control and processing of 
multi-media data. At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to perform 
the media processing in parallel on two separate processors, 
with a unit for controlling precisely how the processing is 
allocated among the two processors, as taught by Jacobs, the 
first processor being the multi-media printer taught by Sugiyama 
and the second processor being an external media processing 
system, as taught by Jacobs. Further, by performing media 
processing using parallel processing, selection among the 
resources of the multi-media printer and the external media 
processing system can be performed. The motivation for doing so 
would have been that parallel processing increases the overall 
speed with which media data can be processed (column 2, lines 
33-41 of Jacobs) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Jacobs with Sugiyama to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 1. 

Further regarding claim 4: Jacobs discloses that said 
external media processing system is a remote external service 
system coupled via a network (column 4, lines 49-56 of Jacobs) 
to the interface (figure 1(10) and column 3, lines 5-8 of 
Jacobs) for transferring time-based media (column 3, lines 5-14 
of Jacobs), the external service system in communication with 
the media processing system for performing at least some 
processing steps for the time-based media (column 4, lines 4-10 
of Jacobs) . 
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Regarding claim 5: Sugiyama discloses that the user 
interface (figure 1(21-25) of Sugiyama) is a part of the printer 
(column 3, lines 39-44 of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claim 11: Sugiyama discloses that the interface 
comprises a communication interface (figure 1(11) of Sugiyama) 
allowing the system to be communicatively coupled to an 
electronic device, the electronic device providing the time- 
based media to the system (column 3, lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claim 17: Sugiyama discloses that said interface 
comprises embedded screen capture hardware (figure 1(12) and 
column 3, lines 12-16 and lines 20-24 of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claim 19: Sugiyama discloses that said interface 
comprises an embedded video recorder (figure 1(11) of Sugiyama), 
wherein the external source of media (figure 1 ("Video Signal") 
of Sugiyama) is a series of images captured by the embedded 
video recorder, converted into an electronic format (column 3, 
lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) , and the provided to the media 
processing system (column 3, lines 16-20 of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claim 34: Sugiyama discloses that said media 
processing system determines a printed representation of the 
time-based media data (column 5, line 66 to column 6, line 5 of 
Sugiyama) ; and the system further comprises a printed output 
system (figure 1(31-33) of Sugiyama) in communication with the 
media processing system (column 5, line 63 to column 6, line 2 
of Sugiyama) to receive the printed representation (column 5, 
line 66 to column 6, line 5 of Sugiyama), the printed output 
system producing a corresponding printed output from the printed 
representation of the time-based data (column 6, lines 2-5 of 
Sugiyama) . 
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Regarding claim 35: Sugiyama discloses that said printed 
output system is one of the group of a laser printer, an inkjet 
printer, a thermal wax transfer printer, a dye sublimation 
printer, a dot matrix printer, and a plotter (column 7, lines 
48-53 of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claim 36: Sugiyama discloses that said user 
interface provides information to a user about at least one of 
the printed representation and the electronic representation of 
the time-based media (column 3, lines 45-48 of Sugiyama), said 
user interface further accepting input from a user to cause said 
media processing system to modify at least one of the printed 
representation and the electronic representation of the time- 
based media (column 3, lines 57-61 of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claim 37: Sugiyama does not disclose expressly 
that said media processing system determines at least one of 
said printed representation and said electronic representation 
with assistance from an external media processing system that is 
an external computing device. 

Jacobs discloses an external media processing system 
(figure 1(13) of Jacobs) that is an external computing device 
(column 3, lines 5-11 of Jacobs) which provides assistance in 
determining at least one of a printed representation and an 
electronic representation (column 5, lines 1-10 of Jacobs) . 

Sugiyama and Jacobs are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely the control and processing of 
multi-media data. At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
external computing device to assist in determining at least one 
of a printed representation and an electronic representation, as 
taught by Jacobs. The motivation for doing so would have been 
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to increase the overall speed with which media data can be 
processed (column 2, lines 33-41 of Jacobs) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Jacobs with Sugiyama to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 37. 

Regarding claim 38: Sugiyama discloses an input source 
(figure 1(11) of Sugiyama) for receiving time-based media 
(column 3, lines 12-17 of Sugiyama).; a first output source 
(figure 1(30-33) of Sugiyama) coupled to the input source (as 
clearly shown in figure 1 of Sugiyama) , the first output source 
producing a printed representation of the time-based media 
(column 4, lines 35-42 of Sugiyama); a second output source 
(figure 1(18-19) of Sugiyama) coupled to the input source (as 
clearly shown in figure 1 of Sugiyama) , the second output source 
producing an electronic representation of the time-based media 
(column 4, lines 29-35 of Sugiyama), the electronic 
representation of the time-based media corresponding to the 
printed representation of the time-based media (column 4, lines 
25-31 and lines 52-54 of Sugiyama); and a display (figure 1(20) 
and column 4, lines 32-35 of Sugiyama) . The second output 
source produces the electronic representation of the data, which 
is then transmitted to the display to be visibly displayed. 

Regarding claim 39: Sugiyama discloses that said input 
source comprises a communication interfaces (figure 1(11) of 
Sugiyama) allowing the printer to be communicatively coupled to 
an electronic device (figure 1 ("Video Signal") and column 3, 
lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) , the electronic device providing the 
media to the printer (column 3, lines 16-20 of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claim 45: Sugiyama discloses that said input 
source comprises embedded screen capture hardware (figure 1(12) 
and column 3, lines 12-16 and lines 20-24 of Sugiyama) . 
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Regarding claim 47: Sugiyama discloses that said input 
source comprises an embedded video recorder (figure 1(11) of 
Sugiyama), wherein the external source of media (figure 1 (''Video 
Signal") of Sugiyama) is a series of images captured by the 
embedded video recorder, converted into an electronic format 
(column 3, lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) , and the provided to the 
media processing system (column 3, lines 16-20 of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claims 57: Sugiyama discloses receiving user 
input indicating selection of one or more media processing 
resources (column 3, lines 41-50 of Sugiyama) ; and determining 
the electronic representation (column 6, lines 19-26 of 
Sugiyama) of the time-based media using the determined resources 
(column 3, lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) . 

Sugiyama does not disclose expressly that said resources 
indicated by said user input are from among resources of the 
printer and an external system; determining processing 
allocation for at least one task among the printer and the 
external media processing system; and that said determined 
resources, used to determine the electronic representation of 
the time-based media data, are specifically the determined 
allocation of resources, 

Jacobs discloses a second media processing system (figure 
1(12) of Jacobs). that is external to a first media processing 
system (figure 1(11) of Jacobs) (column 3, lines 3-11 of 
Jacobs), wherein both said first media processing system and 
said second media processing system process media data in 
parallel (column 4, lines 22-28 of Jacobs); selecting among 
resources of the first and second media processing systems 
(column 4, lines 1-9 of Jacobs); and determining processing 
allocation for at least one task (column 4, lines 1-10 of 
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Jacobs) among the first media processing system and the external 
(second) media processing system (column 3, lines 12-14 and 
column 4, lines 15-21 of Jacobs) . 

Sugiyama and Jacobs are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely the control and processing of 
multi-media data. At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to perform 
the media processing in parallel on two separate processors, 
with a unit for controlling precisely how the processing 
resources are allocated among the two processors,, as taught by 
Jacobs, the first processor being the multi-media printer taught 
by Sugiyama and the second processor being an external media 
processing system, as taught by Jacobs. Further, by performing 
media processing using parallel processing, selection among the 
resources of the multi-media printer and the external media 
processing system can be performed. The motivation for doing so 
would have been that parallel processing increases the overall 
speed with which media data can be processed (column 2, lines 
33-41 of Jacobs) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Jacobs with Sugiyama to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 57. 

3. Claims 2 and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view 
of Jacobs (US Patent 5,386,510) and Gropp (Using MPI - Portable 
Parallel Programming with the Message-Passing Interface, second 
edition) . 

Regarding claims 2 and 58: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does 
not disclose expressly that said resource allocation module 
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determines whether said printer resource interacts as a master 
or as a slave with said external system. 

Gropp discloses determining whether different processors 
interact as master or slave processors (page 35, last five 
lines) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Gropp because 
they are from similar problem solving areas, namely the control 
of resource allocation in parallel processing systems. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to control whether said printer 
resource, taught by Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, interacts as a 
master or as a slave, as taught by Gropp, with said external 
system taught by Sugiyama in view of Jacobs. The motivation for 
doing so would have been a master-slave algorithm is useful in 
cases where the processors require minimal communication with 
each other, such as during matrix-vector multiplication 
operations (page 35, first paragraph under section 3.6 heading) 
or during image processing (column 4, lines 22-28 of Jacobs) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Gropp with 
Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified 
in claims 2 and 58. 

4. Claims 3, 6-10, 12, 21, 26-27, 29, 40, 49, 54-55 and 59-62 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of Jacobs (US Patent 
5,386,510) and Korman (US Patent 6,308,887 Bl) . 

Regarding claim 3: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does not 
disclose expressly that said external media processing system is 
another multimedia printer coupled via a network to the 
interface for transferring time-based media. 
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Korman discloses an external media processing system 
(figure 1(20) and column 3, lines 49-52 of Korman) which is 
another multimedia printer (figure 2(190); column 4, lines 49- 
41; and column 6, lines 10-13 of Korman) coupled via a network 
(figure 1(30) and column 3, lines 49-52 of Korman) to an 
interface (figure 1(10) of Korman) for transferring time-based 
media (column 5, lines 30-38 of Korman) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to embody the external media processing system 
as another multimedia printer, as taught by Korman. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to provide further 
support for multimedia printers at more than one location 
(column 2, lines 30-34. of Korman). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Korman with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
to obtain the invention as specified in claim 3. 

Regarding claims 6 and 59: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does 
not disclose expressly that said user interface displays a 
request for user input from the external system. 

Korman discloses a user interface (figure 2(100) of Korman) 
that displays a request for user input from an external system 
(column 4, lines 51-57 of Korman) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include the display taught by Korman as part 
of the user interface taught by Sugiyama. The motivation for 
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doing so would have been to be able to display messages and 
menus, thus providing needed information to the user with 
regards to the operation of the overall system (column 4, lines 
56-59 of Korman) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Korman with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 6 and 59. 

Further regarding claim 59: Sugiyama discloses that said 
user interface is embedded on the multimedia printer (column 3, 
lines 41-44 of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claims 7 and 60: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does 
not disclose expressly that said user interface displays the 
processing status of a task being processed by the external 
system, 

Korman discloses a user interface (figure 2(100) and column 
4, lines 51-57 of Korman) that displays the processing status of 
a task being processed by an external system (column 4, lines 
12-13 and column 10, lines 53-58 of Korman) . 

Sugiyama in view of ^Jacobs is combinable with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to display on said user interface the 
processing status of a task being processed by an external 
system, as taught by Korman. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to aid user interaction when processing is occurring 
in real-time (column 4, lines 8-14 of Korman) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Korman with Sugiyama in view 
of Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified in claims 7 and 
60. 
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Regarding claims 8-9 and 61: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that said user interface is part of 
the external system and displays a request for user input from 
the printer. 

Korman discloses a user interface (figure 2(100) of Korman) 
that displays a request for user input (column 4, lines 51-57 of 
Korman) . As can clearly be seen in figure 2 of Korman, the user 
interface (figure 2(100) of Korman) is external from the multi- 
media printer (figure 2(190) of Korman). 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to display a request for user input on a user 
interface that is external to the multi-media printer, as taught 
by Korman. Since the system taught by Sugiyama in view of 
Jacobs contains two processing systems, namely a multi-media 
printer and an external processing system, then said user 
interface would be a part of said external system since said 
user interface is external to said multi-media printer. Since 
the multi-media printer and the external system communicate with 
each other (figure 1 and column 3, lines 3-8 of Jacobs), and the 
user interface receives and displays requests for user input 
from a plurality of different devices (figure 2 and column 4, 
lines 51-57 of Korman) , then the user interface receives and 
displays requests for user input from the printer. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to aid user interaction 
when processing is occurring in real-time (column 4, lines 8-14 
of Korman) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
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Koriuan with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention 
as specified in claims 8-9 and 61. 

Regarding claims 10 and 62: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that the user interface displays the 
processing status of a task being processed by the printer, 

Korman discloses a user interface (figure 2(100) and column 
4, lines 51-57 of Korman) that displays the processing status of 
a task being processed by a device connected to the network 
(column 4, lines 12-13 and column 10, lines 53-58 of Korman) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to display on said user interface the 
processing status of a task being processed by a connected 
device, as taught by Korman, wherein said connected device is 
the printer taught by Sugiyama. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to aid user interaction when processing is 
occurring in real-time (column 4, lines 8-14 of Korman) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Korman with 
Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified 
in claims 10 and 62. 

Regarding claim 12: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does not 
disclose expressly that said interface comprises a removable 
media storage reader. 

Korman discloses outputting digital multimedia data to a 
removable media storage reader (column 7, lines 31-35 and column 
10, lines 28-31 of Korman) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
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control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include a removable media storage device as 
part of said interface. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to provide a convenient, transportable computer medium for 
the digital data (column 7, lines 33-35 of Korman) . Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to combine Korman with Sugiyama in 
view of Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified in claim 12. 

Regarding claim 21: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does not 
disclose expressly that said electronic output system is 
configured to write said electronic representation to a 
removable media storage device. 

Korman discloses outputting digital multimedia data to a 
removable media storage device (column 7, lines 31-35 and column 
10, lines 28-31 of Korman) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable • with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to write said electronic representation to the 
removable media storage device taught by Korman. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to provide a convenient, 
transportable computer medium for the digital data comprising 
said electronic representation (column 7, lines 33-35 of 
Korman) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Korman with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 21. 

Regarding claim 26: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does not 
disclose expressly that said electronic output system is coupled 
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to a speaker system and sends an audio signal to the speaker 
system. 

Korman discloses outputting audio data using a speaker 
system as a peripheral device (figure 2 (310) and column 7, lines 
47-54 of- Korman) . In order for said speaker system to operate 
as an output, sending an audio signal to said speaker system is 
inherent. 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is ' combinable with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to output audio data to a connected speaker 
system, as taught by Korman. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to provide the appropriate output format if audio 
output is desired. Therefore, it would have been. obvious to 
combine Korman with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 26. 

Further regarding claim 27: Korman discloses that said 
electronic output system comprises an embedded sound player for 
generating the audio signal (column 5, lines 30-34 of Korman) . 

Regarding claim 29: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does not 
disclose expressly that said media processing system comprises 
an embedded multimedia server. 

Korman discloses an embedded multimedia server (figure 2 
(10) and column 3, lines 48-56 of Korman) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include a multi-media server in the overall 
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media processing system, as taught by Korman. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to provide control and 
communication relay for the multi-media processing devices 
comprising the media processing system (column 3, lines 49-52 of 
Korman) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Korman with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 29, 

Regarding claim 40: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does not 
disclose expressly that said input source comprises a removable 
media storage reader. 

Korman discloses storing, transporting and later inputting 
digital multimedia data on a removable media storage reader 
(column 7, lines 31-35 and column 10, lines 28-31 of Korman) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include a removable media storage device as 
part of said input source. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to provide a convenient, transportable computer medium 
for the digital data (column 7, lines 33-35 of Korman) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Korman with 
Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified 
in claim 40. 

Regarding claim 49: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does not 
disclose expressly that said- second output source is configured 
to write said electronic representation to a removable media 
storage device. 
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Korman discloses outputting digital multimedia data to a 
removable media storage device (column 7, lines 31-35 and column 
10, lines 28-31 of Korman) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to write said electronic representation to the 
removable media storage device taught by Korman. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to provide a convenient, 
transportable computer medium for the digital data comprising 
said electronic representation (column 7, lines 33-35 of 
Korman) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Korman with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 49. 

Regarding claim 54: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does not 
disclose expressly that said second output source is coupled to 
a speaker system and sends an audio signal to the speaker 
system. 

Korman discloses outputting audio data using a speaker 
system as a peripheral device (figure 2(310) and column 7, lines 
47-54 of Korman) . In order for said speaker system to operate 
as an output, sending an audio signal to said speaker system is 
inherent . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Korman 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to output audio data to a connected speaker 
system, as taught by Korman. The motivation for doing so would 
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have been to provide the appropriate output format if audio 
output is desired. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Korman with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 54. 

Further regarding claim 55: Korman discloses that said 
second output source comprises an embedded sound player for 
generating the audio signal (column 5, lines 30-34 of Korman) . 

5. Claims 13 and 41 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of 
Jacobs (US Patent 5,386,510), Hymel (US Patent Application 
Publication 2003/0220988 Al) and Kleinrock (US Patent 
5, 936, 542) . 

Regarding claims 13 and 41: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that said media input device (input 
source in claim 41) is selected from a group consisting of a DVD 
reader, a video cassette tape reader, a CD reader, an audio 
cassette tape reader, and a flash card reader. 

Hymel discloses a media input device selected from among a 
DVD reader (para. 10, lines 14-15 and lines 20-21 of Hymel), a 
video cassette tape reader (digital camcorder, which, as is 
well-known in the art, uses a digital video (DV) cassette tape) 
(para. 10, lines 14-15 and line 20 of Hymel), a CD reader (para. 
10, lines 14-15 and lines 19-20 of Hymel), and an audio cassette 
tape reader (audio cassette tape reader is a type of audio 
player, MP3 player is merely an example) (para. 10, lines 14-15 
and line 19 of Hymel) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Hymel because 
they are from similar problem solving areas, namely the control 
of data storage and output. At the time of the invention, it 
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would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to have available for selection a DVD reader, a video cassette 
tape reader, a CD reader, and an audio cassette tape reader. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to allow a user to 
connect a variety of different types of peripheral devices to an 
overall system, thus allowing the user to perform a variety of 
functions (para. 2, lines 1-6 of Hymel) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Hymel with Sugiyama in view of 
Jacobs. 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Hymel does not disclose 
expressly that the group consists not only of a DVD reader, a 
video cassette tape reader, a CD reader, and an audio cassette 
tape reader, but also a flash card reader. 

Kleinrock discloses storing digital data on a flash card, 
and thus using a flash card reader (column 7, lines 34-35 of 
Kleinrock) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Hymel is combinable with 
Kleinrock because they are from similar problem solving areas, 
namely the control of data storage and output. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to have available for selection a 
flash card reader. The suggestion for doing so would have been 
that a flash card reader is simply another of many possible 
drives from which to choose (column 7, lines 34-36 of 
Kleinrock) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Kleinrock with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Hymel to obtain 
the invention as specified in claims 13 and 41. 
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6^ Claims 14, 30-31 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in 
view of Jacobs (US Patent 5,386,510) and Stevens (US Patent 
Application Publication 2002/0010641 Al). 

Regarding claims 14 and 42: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that the external source is a media 
broadcaster, and wherein the interface comprises a media 
broadcast receiver that can be tuned to a media broadcast. 

Stevens discloses that an external source is a media 
broadcaster; and a media broadcast receiver that can be tuned to 
a media broadcast (figure 3 (110) and para, 36, lines 1-8 of 
Stevens) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Stevens 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of time-based media data. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the multimedia broadcast 
receiver taught by Stevens in the interface, thus allowing for 
reception of an external media broadcaster. The ^motivation for 
doing so -would have been to allow users to retrieve desired 
distributions of audio and video data over a controlled 
broadcast (para. 4, lines 1-5 of Stevens) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Stevens with Sugiyama in view of 
Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified in claims 14 and 42. 

Regarding claims 30 and 31: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that said multimedia processing 
system comprises an embedded audio encryption module and an 
embedded video encryption module. 

Stevens discloses an embedded . audio encryption module 
(para. 54, lines 1-4 and para. 57, lines 3-4 of Stevens) and an 
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embedded video encryption module (para. 54, lines 1-4 of 
Stevens) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Stevens 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of time-based media data. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the embedded audio 
encryption module and the embedded video encryption module 
taught by Stevens as part of said multimedia processing system. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to allow users to 
retrieve desired distributions of audio and video data over a 
controlled broadcast (para. 4, lines 1-5 of Stevens) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Stevens with 
Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified 
in claims 30 and 31. 

7. Claims 15 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view 
of Jacobs (US Patent 5,386,510), Stevens (US Patent Application 
Publication 2002/0010641 Al), Hymel (US Patent Application 
Publication 2003/0220988 Al) , and McCarthy (US Patent 6,296,693 
Bl) . 

Regarding claims 15 and 43: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that the interface (input source in 
claim 43) comprises an embedded receiver selected from a group 
consisting of an embedded TV receiver, an embedded radio 
receiver, an embedded short-wave radio receiver, an embedded 
satellite radio receiver, an embedded two-way radio, and an 
embedded cellular phone. 
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Stevens discloses an embedded TV receiver (figure 3(110) 
and para. 36, lines 1-8 of Stevens), an embedded radio receiver 
(para. 36, lines 1-8 of ■ Stevens ) , and an embedded satellite 
radio receiver (para. 36, lines 1-8 of Stevens) available for 
selection by a' user (para. 36, lines 6-10 of Stevens). 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Stevens 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control and processing of time-based media data. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to have an embedded TV receiver, an 
embedded radio receiver, and an embedded satellite radio 
receiver available for selection, as taught by Stevens. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to allow users to 
retrieve desired distributions of audio and video data over a 
controlled broadcast (para. 4, lines 1-5 of Stevens) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Stevens with 
Sugiyama in view of Jacobs. 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Stevens does not disclose 
expressly that said group consists of not only an embedded TV 
receiver, an embedded radio receiver, and an embedded satellite 
radio receiver, but also an embedded short-wave radio receiver, 
an embedded two-way radio, and an embedded cellular phone. 

Hymel discloses a cellular phone as an input device (para. 
10, lines 14-15 of Hymel) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Stevens is combinable with 
Hymel because they are from similar problem solving areas, 
namely the control of data storage and output. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to have the cellular phone taught by 
Hymel embedded and selectable, as taught by Stevens. The 
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motivation for doing so would have been to allow a user to 
connect a variety of different types of peripheral devices to an 
overall system, thus allowing the user to perform a variety of 
functions (para. 2, lines 1-6 of Hymel) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Hymel with Sugiyama in view of 
Jacobs and Stevens. 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Stevens and Hymel does not 
disclose -expressly that said group consists of not only an 
embedded TV receiver, an embedded radio receiver, an embedded 
satellite radio receiver, and an embedded cellular phone, but 
also an embedded short-wave radio receiver, and an embedded two- 
way radio*. 

McCarthy discloses including a two-way (CB) radio (column 
7, lines 13-16 and lines 21-23 of McCarthy) and a radio receiver 
for receiving, short wave radio signals (column 7, lines 13-16 
and lines 21-23 of McCarthy) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Stevens and Hymel is combinable 
with McCarthy because they are from similar problem solving 
areas, namely the control of data communication hardware. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include the two-way radio 
and the short-wave radio taught by McCarthy in the group of 
selectable embedded receivers. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to provide the user with means of personal 
communication. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
McCarthy with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Stevens and Hymel to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 15 and 43. 
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8. Claims 16 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view 
of Jacobs (US Patent 5,386,510), Federspiel (US Patent 
5,170,935), Baron (US Patent 5,940,776), and McCarthy (US Patent 
6, 296, 693 Bl) . 

Regarding claims 16 and 44: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that the interface (input source in 
claim 44) comprises an embedded receiver selected from a group 
consisting of an embedded heat sensor, an embedded humidity 
sensor, an embedded National Weather Service radio alert 
receiver, and an embedded TV Emergency Alert System (EAS) alert 
monitor . 

Federspiel discloses selecting between an embedded heat 
sensor (column 12, lines 10-18 of Federspiel) and an embedded 
humidity sensor (column 12, lines 21-24 of Federspiel) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Federspiel 
because they are from similar problem solving areas, namely the 
control and processing of digital time-based data- At the time 
of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to select from among an embedded heat 
sensor and an embedded humidity sensor, as taught by Federspiel. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to be able to ' 
control the environmental conditions in which a user is present 
(column 2, lines 5-9 of Federspiel) . Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Federspiel with Sugiyama in view of 
Jacobs . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Federspiel does not disclose 
expressly that said group consists not only of an embedded heat 
sensor and an embedded humidity sensor, but also of an embedded 
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National Weather Service radio alert receiver, and an embedded 
TV Emergency Alert System (EAS) alert monitor. 

Baron discloses an embedded National Weather Service radio 
alert receiver (column. 5, lines 45-49 and lines 61-65 of Baron). 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Federspiel is combinable 
with Baron because they are from similar problem solving areas, 
namely the control and processing of digital time-based data. 
At the time of the. invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include the embedded 
National Weather Service radio alert receiver taught by Baron in 
the group of receivers from which a user can select. The 
motivation for doing so would have been so that a user can stay 
informed about the latest weather conditions and possible 
weather emergencies (column 1, lines 23-31 of Baron) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Baron with 
Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Federspiel. 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Federspiel and Baron does not 
disclose expressly that said group consists not only of an 
embedded heat sensor, an embedded humidity sensor, and an 
embedded National Weather Service radio alert receiver, but also 
of an embedded TV Emergency Alert System (EAS) alert monitor. 

McCarthy discloses an embedded TV Emergency Alert System 
(EAS) alert monitor (column 7, lines 13-16 and lines 18-21 of 
McCarthy) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Federspiel and Baron is 
combinable with McCarthy because they are from similar problem 
solving areas, namely the control and processing of digital 
time-based data. At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include 
the embedded TV Emergency Alert System . (EAS) alert monitor 
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taught by McCarthy in the group of receivers from which a user 
can select. The motivation for doing so would have been to keep 
the user alerted to any emergency conditions (column 7, lines 
15-18 of McCarthy) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine McCarthy with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Federspiel and 
Baron to obtain the invention as. specified in claims 16 and 44. 

9. Claims 18, 32-33 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in 
view of Jacobs (US Patent 5,386,510) and Chino (US Patent 
6, 118, 888) . 

Regarding claims 18 and 46: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that the interface (input source in 
claim 46) comprises an ultrasonic pen capture device. 

Chino discloses an ultrasonic pen capture device (figure 3 
(102i) and column 7, lines 14-16 of Chino) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Chino because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the control and 
processing of digital data. At the time of the invention,, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to capture input data using an ultrasonic pen capture device, as 
taught by Chino. The suggestion for doing so would have been 
that an electronic pen is simply another useful output device 
that provides digital data a user may wish to obtain (figure 3 
and column 6, lines 66-67 of Chino) . Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Chino with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 18' and 46. 

Regarding claim 32: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does not 
disclose expressly that said multimedia processing system 
comprises an embedded audio sound localization module. 
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Chino discloses an embedded audio sound localization module 
(column 13, lines 5-14 of Chino) . By using the gaze object 
detection portion of the multi-modal interface apparatus, the 
audio sound localization is determined. 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Chino because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the control and 
processing of time-based media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include the embedded audio sound 
localization module taught by Chino as part of the overall 
multimedia processing system. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to ensure that user input is intended, and the user is 
not speaking to someone else (column 1, lines 52-58 of Chino) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Chino with 
Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified 
in claim 32. 

Regarding claim 33: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs does not 
disclose expressly that said multimedia processing system 
comprises an embedded control motion detection module. 

Chino discloses an embedded motion detection module (figure 
3(102f) and column 7, lines 33-38 of Chino). 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Chino because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the control and 
processing of time-based media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in- the art to include the embedded motion detection module 
taught by Chino as part of the overall multimedia processing 
system. The suggestion for doing so would have been that 
detection of a user's motion and gestures is simply another 
useful electronic means to input data into a computerized system 
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(figure 3 and column 7, lines 2-11 of Chino) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Chino with Sugiyama in view 
of Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified in claim 33. 

10. Claims 20, 28, 48 and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) 
in view of Jacobs (US Patent 5,386,510) and Hymel (US Patent 
Application Publication 2003/0220988 Al) . 

Regarding claims 20 and 48: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that the interface (input source in 
claim 4 6) comprises an embedded audio recorder, wherein the 
external source of media is a series of sounds that are 
converted into an electrical format by the embedded audio 
recorder and then provided to the media processing system. 

Hymel discloses an embedded (para. 10, lines 22-26 of 
Hymel) audio recorder (para. 10, lines 14-15 and line 19 of 
Hymel) . As is abundantly well-known in the art, an embedded 
audio recorder input into a computerized media processing system 
inputs, as an external source of media, a series of sounds that 
are converted into an electrical format by the embedded audio 
recorder and then provided to the media processing system. 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Hymel because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the control and 
processing of time-based media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include an embedded audio recorder as part 
of the interface (claim 20) or input source (claim 48) . The 
motivation for doing so would have been to allow a user to 
connect another one of a variety of different types of 
peripheral devices, thus allowing the user to perform one more 
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of a variety of functions (para, 2, lines 1-6 of Hymel) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hymel with 
Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified 
in claims 2.0 and 48. 

Regarding claims 28 and 56: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that the electronic output system 
(second output system in claim 56) comprises an embedded web 
page display, 

Hymel discloses an embedded web page display (figure 1(130) 
and para. 11, lines 1-10 of Hymel) . 

Sugiyama' in view of Jacobs is combinable with Hymel because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the control and 
processing of time-based media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include an embedded web page display as part 
of said electronic output system (second output system in claim 
56) . The motivation for doing so would have been to allow a 
user to display a web page, which is simply one of a plurality 
of different types of desirable output (para. 2, lines 1-6 of 
Hymel) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hymel 
with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 28 and 56. 

11. Claims 22 and 50 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of 
Jacobs (US Patent 5,386,510), Korman (US Patent 6,308,887 Bl), 
Hymel (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0220988 Al), 
Kleinrock (US Patent 5,936,542), and Gerber (US Patent 
5, 568, 406) . 
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Regarding claims 22 and 50: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and 
Korman does not disclose expressly that said removable storage 
device is selected from a group consisting of a DVD, a video 
cassette tape, a CD, an audio cassette tape, a flash card, a 
computer disk, an SD disk, and a computer-readable medium. 

Hymel discloses a removable storage device selected from 
among a DVD (para. 10, lines 14-15 and lines 20-21 of Hymel), a 
video cassette tape (digital camcorder, which, as is well-known 
in the art, uses a digital video (DV) cassette tape) (para. 10, 
lines 14-15 and line 20 of Hymel), a CD (para. 10, lines 14-15 
and lines 19-20 of Hymel), and an audio cassette tape (audio 
cassette tape reader is a type of audio player, MP 3 player is 
merely an example) (para. 10, lines 14-15 and line 19 of Hymel), 
a computer disk (para. 19, lines 8-9 of Hymel) , and a computer- 
readable medium (para. 19, lines 8-9 of Hymel) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Korman is combinable with 
Hymel because they are from similar problem solving areas, 
namely the control of data storage and output. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to have available for selection a DVD, 
a video cassette tape, a CD, an audio cassette tape, a computer 
disk, and a computer-readable medium. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to allow a user to connect a variety of 
different types of peripheral devices to an overall system, thus 
allowing the user to perform a variety of functions (para. 2, 
lines 1-6 of Hymel) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Hymel with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Korman. 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Korman and Hymel does not 
disclose expressly that the group consists not only of a DVD, a 
video cassette tape, a CD, an audio cassette tape, a computer 
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disk, and a computer-readable medium, but also a flash card and 
an SD disk. 

Kleinrock discloses storing digital data on a flash card 
(column 7, lines 34-35 of Kleinrock) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Korman and Hymel is combinable 
with Kleinrock because they are from similar problem solving 
areas, namely the control of data storage and output. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person* of 
ordinary skill in the art to have available for selection a 
flash card. The suggestion for doing so would have been that a 
flash card is simply another of many possible storage devices 
from which to choose (column 7, lines 34-36 of Kleinrock) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Kleinrock with 
Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Korman and Hymel. 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Korman, Hymel and Kleinrock 
does not disclose expressly that the group consists not only of 
a DVD, a video cassette tape, a CD, an audio cassette tape, a 
computer disk, a computer-readable medium, and a flash card, but 
also an SD disk. 

Gerber discloses storing digital data on an SD disk (column 
10, lines 28-34 of Gerber) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Korman, Hymel and Kleinrock is 
combinable with Gerber because they are from similar problem 
'solving areas, namely the control of data storage and output. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to have available for 
selection an SD disk. The motivation for doing so would have 
been that an SD disk is useful for backing up large amounts of 
digital data (column 10, lines 23-34 of Gerber) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Gerber with Sugiyama in view 
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of Jacobs, Korman, Hymel and Kleinrock to obtain the invention 
as specified in claims 22 and 50. 

12. Claims 23 and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view 
of Jacobs (US Patent 5,386,510) and Kimura (US Patent 
5,270, 989) . 

Regarding claims 23 and 51: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that said electronic output system 
(in claim 23) or said second output source (in claim 51) 
comprises a handling mechanism to accommodate a plurality of 
removable storage devices. 

Kimura discloses a handling mechanism (figure 1(6) of 
Kimura) that accommodates a plurality of removable storage, 
devices (column 4, lines 46-52 of Kimura) : 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Kimura 
because they are from similar problem solving areas, namely 
processing and storing digital output data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to provide a handling mechanism to handle a 
plurality of removable storage devices, as taught by Kimura. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to be able to store 
and select from among a plurality of different available 
removable storage devices (column 2, lines 38-42 of Kimura) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Kimura with 
Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified 
in claims 23 and 51. 
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13. Claims 24 and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view 
of Jacobs (US Patent 5,386,510), Kimura (US Patent 5,270,989), 
Takemasa (US Patent 5,136,563), and Morinaga (US Patent 
4,734,898) . 

Regarding claims 24 and 52: The arguments regarding claims 
23 and 51 are incorporated herein. Kimura further' discloses 
selecting between handling devices (such as Laser Disc or CD) 
(column 5, lines 23-30 of Kimura) . Both handling devices are of 
the tray type (column 5, lines 20-27 of Kimura) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Kimura does not disclose 
expressly that the group of handling mechanism from which the 
handling mechanism is selected consists not only of a tray, but 
also of a feeder and a bandolier. 

Takemasa discloses a feeder type handling mechanism (figure 
2b; figure 18; and column 5, lines 52-67 of Takemasa) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Kimura is combinable with 
Takemasa because they are from similar problem solving areas, 
namely processing and storing digital output data. At the time 
of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the feeder type handling 
mechanism taught by Takemasa as another type of handling 
mechanism from which to choose. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to provide for compact and reliable insertion 
and switching of the removable storage devices (column 2, lines 
14-16 of Takemasa) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Takemasa with Sugiyama in view of Jacobs and Kimura. 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Kimura and Takemasa does not 
disclose expressly that said group of handling mechanism from 
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which the handling mechanism . is selected consists not only of a 
feeder and a tray, but also of a bandolier. 

Morinaga discloses a bandolier type handling mechanism 
(figure 3a and column 4, lines 53-62 of Morinaga) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs, Kimura and Takemasa is 
combinable with Morinaga because they are from similar problem 
solving areas, namely processing and storing digital output 
data. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
bandolier type handling mechanism taught by Morinaga as another 
type of handling mechanism from which to choose. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to be able to store even more 
removable storage devices that with the tray or feeder type 
handling mechanisms while preventing damage to the removable 
storage devices (column 2, lines 14-24 of Morinaga) . Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to combine Morinaga with Sugiyama in 
view of Jacobs, Kimura and Takemasa to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 24 and 52. 

14. Claims 25 and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view 
of Jacobs (US Patent 5,386,510) and Steinberg (US Patent 
6, 000, 030) . 

Regarding claims 25 and 53: Sugiyama in view of Jacobs 
does not disclose expressly that said electronic output system 
(second output system in claim 53) comprises a media writer 
selected from a group consisting of a disposable media writer 
and a self-destructing media writer. 
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Steinberg discloses a disposable media writer (column 4, 
lines 16-20 of Steinberg) and a self-destructing media writer 
(column 5, lines 28-36 of Steinberg) . 

Sugiyama in view of Jacobs is combinable with Steinberg 
because they are from similar problem solving areas, namely the 
control and storage of digital data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to provide for digital data output a group of 
media writers consisting of a disposable media writer and a 
self-destructing media writer, as taught by Steinberg. The 
motivation for doing so would have been prevent unauthorized 
access to computer files (column 1, lines 43-50 of Steinberg) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Steinberg with 
Sugiyama in view of Jacobs to obtain the invention as specified 
in claims 25 and 53. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to James A. 
Thompson whose telephone number is 571-272-7441. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 8 : 30AM-5 : 00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David K. Moore, can be 
reached on 571-272-7437. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 
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